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Ware's comment misses the point of Heitman's (2016) article and further demonstrates the need for feminist science perspectives. (2016) y demuestra aún más la necesidad de perspectivas científicas feministas.
El comentario de Ware no comprende lo fundamental del artículo de Heitman
W are launches three critiques in his comment, not all of which are based on my American Antiquity article. While constructive criticism can help to clarify arguments and viewpoints, I fear that a more productive discussion of the points on which Ware and I agree and even disagree gets lost in the truculent tone of his comment. In the brief space allowed, I will address each in turn with the hope of moving the conversation productively forward.
I thank Ware for shining additional light on the need for ontological and equity critiques to advance feminist science and for providing an opportunity to expand upon my earlier publication. Let me clarify what my 2016 article was and was not about. It aimed to amend certain omissions, erasures, and androcentrisms in the broad body of literature on Chacoan archaeology. My article was about neither house society models nor descent theory. It was about the ethnographic and legacy archaeological data that make women more visible than they had been in previous conceptions of Chacoan society, data that, when brought to light, demonstrate gender complementarity.
Matrilineality is an important aspect of many Puebloan societies; on that point, Ware and I agree. My article, however, focused on other Carrie C. Heitman Department of Anthropology, University of Nebraska-Lincoln, 833 Oldfather Hall, PO Box 880368, Lincoln, NE 68588-0368, USA (cheitman2@unl.edu) aspects of gender in the ethnographic and archaeological record. I deferred presenting an in-depth discussion of the importance of Puebloan matrilineality, so I appreciate Ware highlighting it in his comment. However, I contend that "grounding" his avunculate hypothesis in matrilineality does not negate my critique of his 2014 work as androcentric. Indeed, his use of the phrase "grounded in matrilineal theory" is illuminating, because the core avunculate thesis of Ware's book is centered on men. For Ware, avunculate sodalities are the "figure" and matrilineality is the "ground" they appear against. Similarly, Ware juxtaposes male "authority" to female "symbolism" in his comment with the implication that women had no authority. 
